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This property was formerly the site of chemical process and wood preserving activities
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and operated on the Oak Park property. Environmental problems at the site were found
to be related to the improper use and disposal of creosoting process wastes and
substances used in manufacturing chemicals. In 1955, alpha picoline, a chemical
manufactured onsite, was identified in nearby residential wells, and in 1964, three
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Abstract (Continued)

surface water samples. In 1975, state investigations identified several onsite problems
believed to be contributing to ground water contamination with organic chemicals. In
1980, state investigations revealed various organic chemicals in soil and subsequently in
1987, 60,000 gallons of waste fuel were accidentally spilled on the Oak Park property.
The spilled fuel oil was recovered, and some of the contaminated soil was excavated.
This ROD provides an interim remedy for OUl and addresses offsite migration of
contaminated ground water. Several additional operable units are planned to address
contamination of onsite source and onsite and offsite ground water impacted by the site.
The primary contaminants of concern affecting the ground water are VOCs, including
benzene, toluene, and xylenes; other organics, including PAHS; metals, including arsenic,
chromium, and lead; and other inorganics, including ammonia.

The selected remedial action for this site includes two alternatives for the treatment of
ground water: a final selection of options and specific design parameters will be
determined during the remedial design. The first alternative includes extraction of
ground water down-gradient of the site and biological treatment, followed by filtration
and activated carbon adsorption; and discharge of 0.5 mgd to POTW with the remainder
reinjected to the aquifer. The second option includes a combination of ground water
extraction from up-gradient wells treated with precipitation/clarification, followed by
activated carbon and reinjection to the aquifer; and ground water to the aquifer. The
second option includes a combination of ground water extraction from up-gradient wells
treated with precipitation/clarification, followed by activated carbon and reinjection to
the aquifer; and ground water extraction from interior of the site treated with
precipitation/clarification, followed by air stripping and discharge to the POTHW.
Monitoring ground water and implementing engineering controls will be conducted.
Treatability tests are planned to determine the optimum design and operating
requirements. The estimated present worth cost for this remedial action is $15,000,000,
which includes an annual O&M cost of $1,000,000 for 30 years.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS: Interim ground water clean-up levels are based on the

more stringent of a 10-6 cumulative lifetime cancer risk, or MCLs for carcinogens; and
MCLGs, MCLs, or a HI of 1 for noncarcinogens. Chemical-specific ground water goals
include benzene 5 ug/l (MCL), toluene 1,000 ug/l (MCL), xylenes 10,000 ug/1l (MCL),
pyridine and pyridine derivatives 35 ug/l (HI), arsenic 50 ug/l (MCL), chromium (MCL),
lead 5 ug/l (MCL), and ammonia 30 ug/l (MCL). Treated ground water discharged to the
POTW must meet separate clean-up criteria under CWA.



Declaration for the Record of Decisioﬁ
Reilly Tar and Chemical
Groundwater Operable Unit

Site Name and Location

Reilly Tar and Chemical -
Indianapolis, Indiana

Statement of Basis and Purpogse

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the ground water operable unit at'the Reilly Tar and Chemical site
(the Site) in Indianapolis, Indiana. This remedial action was
selected in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and, to the
extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan. The selection
of this remedy is based on the Administrative Record for the Site.

The State of Indiana concurs with the selected remedy. .
o« -

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action selected
in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment
to human health, welfare, or the environment.

Description of the Selected Remedy

This operable unit action is the first of several planned for the
Site. It specifically outlines an interim action to control the
off-site migration of contaminated ground water, which has been
determined by the Remedial Investigation to pose unacceptable risks
to off-site receptors.

The major.cOIponcnts of tle selected remedy include:
- Ground-water extraction, treatment and discharge:

- Treatment of ground water to achieve the cleanup standards
listed in the ROD using one or more of the following
processes: biological treatment, filtration through granular
activated carbon, filtration via precipitation/clarification,
and/or air stripping. The actual optimum treatnent train will
be determined during remedial design.
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- Discharge of a portion of the treated ground water to the
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW).

- Recharge of a portion of the treated ground water to the
aquifer after treatment to achieve cleanup standards.

- Ground-water monitoring to ensure that the containment goals of
this action are met and that this action prevents the off-site
migration of contaminated ground water.

Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements for this operable unit action, is cost
effective, and consistent with achieving a permanent remedy.
Although this interim action i3 not intended to fully address the
statutory mandate for permanence and treatment to the paximum
extent practicable, this interim action utilizes treatment and thus
is in furtherance of that statutory mandate. Because this action
does not constitute the final remedy for the site, the statutory
preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element, although
partially addressed by this action, will be addressed by the final
response action. Subsequent actions are planned to addrsss fully
the threats posed by conditions at this site. Because this remedy
will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above health-
based levels, a review will be conducted to ensure that the remedy
continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment within five years after commencement of the remedial
action. Because this is an interim action Record of Decision,
review of this site and of this remedy will be continuing as EPA
continues to develop final remedial alternatives for the site.

j/Jo//‘L : ’ Mﬁm //%/

Date 4 Valdas V.
egional Administrator
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Dear Mr. Adamkus: Uy S,

Re: Record of Decision N
.Ground Water Operable Unﬁ)b'
Reilly Tar and Chemical
Superfund Site
Indianapolis, Indiana

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM)
has reviewed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Record of
Decision (ROD). The IDEM is in full concurrence with the major
components of the selected operable unit remedy, which include:

- Ground water extraction, treatment and discharge;

- Treatment of ground water to achieve the cleanup standards
listed in the ROD, using one or more of the described
processes to be optimized during remedial design;

- Discharge of a portion of the treated ground water to the
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW);

- Recharge of a portion of the treated ground water to the
aquifer after treatment to achieve cleanup standards; and

- Ground water monitoring to ensure that the containment goals
of this action are met_and that this action prevents the
off-site migration of contaminated ground water.

We also agree that this action attains Federal and State
requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to
this remedy. Because this action does not constitute the final
remedy for the site, the statutory mandate for e and
treatment to the maximum extent practicable will only be met

‘ partially by the containment and treatment goals of the remedy.
~ However, future operable units will fully address the threats
posed by conditions at this site.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Printed on Recycied Paper



Mr. Valdas Adamkus
Page Two

IDEM staff have been working closely with Region V staff in
the selection of an appropriate interim operable unit for the
Reilly Tar and Chemical site and are satisfied that the selected
alternative adequately addresses the immediate threat of off-site

migration of contaminated ground water.

Please be assured that IDEM is committed to accomplish
cleanup of all Indiana sites on the NPL and intends to fulfill
all obligations required by law to achieve that goal.

Sincerely,

iy oo

Kathy Prosser
Conmissioner

cc: Krista Eskilson, IDEM
Dion Novak, U.S. EPA, Region V



Decision Summary - Ground Water Operable Unit
Reilly Tar and Chemical
Indianapolis, Indiana

_ --
Reilly Tar and Chemical
Indianapolis, Indiana

The Reilly Tar and Chemical site (the Site) is located at 1500
South Tibbs Avenue in the southwest gquadrant of Indianapolis.
_Minnesota Street divides the 120 acre site into two parcels. The
Oak Park property, occupying approximately 40 acres, the major
operating facility for Reilly Tar, is located north of Minnesota
Street. The Maywood property occupies approximately 80 acres, and
is located south of Minnesota Street (see Figures 1 and 2). The
Oak Park property contains the majority of Reilly's operating
facilities, including above-ground storage tanks, distillation
towers, and above- and below-ground utilities. The Maywood
property contains operating facilities on its northern end. This
property was formerly the site of chemical process and wood
preserving activities and currently contains four waste disposal
areas. The majority of the operating facility buildings are
located north of Minnesota Street; approximately 75% of the Oak
Park property is covered by buildings, pavement and above-ground
tank farms. Approximately 20% of the Maywood property is covered
by buildings, pavement and above-ground storage tanks. The
remainder is primarily unpaved and vegetated.

The Reilly Tar site is surrounded by a mix of residential,
industrial and commercial properties. Residential neighborhoods
are located immediately adjacent to the eastern boundary (on the .
east side of Tibbs Avenue) of the oOak Park property. T™wO
residences are also located abutting the northexrn property boundary
near the Lime Pond in the northwest corner of the site. Commercial
and industrial uses are located south and west of the site.

gite History and Enforcement Agtivities

Industrial development of the Reilly site began in 1921 when the
Republic Creosoting Company (which later became Reilly Tar &
Chemical, which in turn beecame Reilly Industries, Inc.) started a
coal tar refinery, and a creosote wood treatment operation on the
Maywood propefty. On-site plants operated from 1921 until 1972.
Beginning in 1941, several chemical plants wers constructed and
operated on the Oak Park property. Environmental problems at the
site are related to the use and disposal. of creosoting process
. wastes and substances used in manufacturing chemicals. -

The earliest recorded complaint about odors and disposal practices
at the site was in 1955, which referenced the fact that a chemical
manufactured at Reilly (alpha picoline) had been found in nearby
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" residential wells. 1In 1964, three contaminants from Reilly were
detected in off-site ground-water samples and on-site surface-water
samples. In 1975, State investigations revealed several on-site
problems-which were believed to have been contributing to ground-
water contamination with organic chemicals. In 1980, an on-site
soil sample collected by State personnel was found to contain
various organic chemicals including toluene and trichloroethylene.
In 1987, 60,000 gallons of waste fuel, containing primarily
pyridine and pyridine derivatives, benzene, xylene, and toluene,
was accidentally spilled on the Oak Park property. Some, but not
all, of the fuel oil was recovered and some of the contaminated
soil was excavated by Reilly.

In 1984, Reilly Tar was listed on U.S. EPA's National Priorities
List (NPL), a roster of the nation's worst hazardous waste sites,
making it eligible for cleanup under the Superfund program. In
1987, the potentially responsible party (Reilly) agreed to conduct
a remedial investigation (RI) to characterize the nature and extent
of contamination at the site, ahd a feasibility study (FS) to
evaluate and compare remedial alternatives according to the terms
of an Administrative Order on Consent between the U.S. EPA and
Reilly Tar & Chemical. -

In 1989, Reilly Tar & Chemical changed their corporate name to
Reilly Industries, Incorporated, under which they operate today.

Highlights of Community Participation i

Public participation requirements under CERCLA Sections 113
(k) (2) (B) and 117 were satisfied during the RI/FS process. U.S.
EPA has been primarily responsible for conducting the community
relations program for this Site, with the assistance of the Indiana
Department of Environmental Management (IDEM). The following

public participation activities, to comply—with CERCLA, were
conducted during the RI/FS.

- A Community Relations Plan was developed in August 1987 to
assess the community's informational needs related to the Reilly
site and to outline community relations activities to meet these
needs. Residents and community officials were interviewed and
their concerns were incorporated into this plan.

- A public information repository was established at the
Indianapolis Public Library

- A mailing list of interested citizens, organizations, news
media, and elected officials in local, county, State and Federal
government was developed. Fact Sheets and other information
regarding site activities were mailed periodically to all
persons or entities on this mailing list. This mailing list
was also updated fron time to time as persons approached EPA for
information about the site.
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- A Fact Sheet was mailed to the public in August 1987, that
announced a public meeting to discuss the upcoming Remedial
Investigation and answer site related questions from the
public.

- A public meeting on September 2, 1987, at the Indianapolis City-

County Building announced the initiation of the Remedial
Investigation and provided details about its conduct.

- _A Fact Sheet was mailed to the public in Winter 1988, that
announced the beginning of Phase 1 RI sampling and the release
_  of the EPA approved Phase 1 RI workplan.

- A Fact Sheet was mailed to the public in Fall 1988, that
summarized the findings of the Phase 1 investigation and
provided a preview of proposed Phase 2 sampling activities.

- A Fact Sheet was mailed to the public in January 1990, that
announced the findings of the Phase 2 investigation and provided
a preview of proposed Phase 3 sampling activities.

- Two availability sessions were heid on September 6, 1990, at the
Stout Field School to discuss site progress and discuss results
of completed sampling activities. ’

- A Fact Sheet was mailed to the public in August 1991, that
summarized results of the completed Remedial Investigation. The
EPA approved Remedial Investigation Report was also released at
this time. : .

- A Fact Sheet was mailed to the public in January 1992, that
summarized EPA's recommended remedial alternative in a
proposed plan for the ground-water operable unit. The EPA
approved Focused Feasibility Study was also released at that
time. This fact sheet also annocunced a public comment period
for the proposed remedial action and wasyaccompanied by paid
newspaper advertisements in the Indianapolis Star and the
Indianapolis News. = LT .

- A Public Meeting was held on January 23, 1992, at the South
Wwayne Janior High School to present EPA's proposed plan for the
ground-watnr'oporablc-unit and to receive formal public’ comment.

- Paid newspiper advertisements announced the RI. public meeting,
the availability sessions, and the FS and proposed plan public
meetings. : :

- Periocdic news releases announced results of studies at the
Sit‘ . R

- A public comment period of thirty days was originally planned,
running from January 16, 1992, to February 14, 1992. Based on
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a written request during the original comment period, the
comment period was extended until March 31, 1992, for a total
comment period of 76 days. The extension was announced by
letter- to the requestor and in a newspaper advertisement in the
Indianapolis Star.

A Responsiveness summary addressing comments and questions received
during the public comment period on the RI/FS and the proposed plan
{s included with this Record of Decision as Appendix A.

-This Record of Decision presents the selected remedial action for
the ground-water operable unit at the Reilly Tar and Chemical site
in Indianapolis, Indiana, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as
amended by SARA, and the National Contingency Plan. The decision

- for this operable unit at the site is based on the Administrative
Record.

Scope and Reole of the operable Unit

As with many Superfund sites, the problems at the Site are complex.
The Remedial Investigation (RI) investigated five distinct on-site
source areas and ground water. The RI determined that ground water
had been contaminated by the site and is migrating away from the
site at levels that were determined by the site Risk Assessment to
pose unacceptable threats to human health. The RI also determined
that there was not a good correlation between these five distinct
source areas and ground water contamination. As a result, this
operable unjit action was_selected by EPA to stop further off-site
migration of contaminated ground water, thus giving adequate time
to study and remediate on-site source areas as well as to prevent
the further contribution of site related contamination to are-
ground-water resources.

This operable unit action is the first of several operable uni:
remedial actions to be taken at the Site. Subsequent actions will
be taken to remediate on-site source areas, primarily cleanup of
source area soils, and potentially off-site ground-water resources
already impacted by the site, so that the source(s) of ground-water
contamination can be eliminated or contained. Additionally, the
Remedial Investigation identified an area on the Oak Park property
that appears to be a source of ground-water contamination,
primarily because the highest levels of contanination were found
there. Additional characterization work for this area will be
performed under a separate enforceable document to define the
nature and extent of contamination there. This operable unit will
allow time for this work to be performed while ensuring that any
contamination associated with this area will remain onsite, thus
reducing the risks posed to off-site receptors. This operable unit
will also be designed to be consistent with any future cleanup
actions at the site.



S Ch [

The RI/FS was conducted to identify the types, quantities and
locations of contaminants at the Site and to develop alternatives
that best address these contamination problems. Because of the
size and complexity of the Site, the RI was performed in three
distinct phases. The first phase focused on sampling off site
commercial, industrial and residential wells to determine the
presence of and extent of off site contamination. The second phase
concentrated on on site sampling activities to determine the extent
of contamination onsite so that site contributions to areal
contamination could be determined. The third phase concentrated on
collecting additional on site and off site data to complete the
investigatory picture so that a Feasibility Study could be started
to address contamination problems. The nature and extent of actual
or potential contamination related to the Site was determined by a
series of field investigations, including:

- development of detailed information regarding
historical site operations

- on site geophysical surveys
- surface soil sampling, both onsite and offsite
- exploratory test-pit excavation and sampljng

- installation and sampling of ground water monitoring
wells, both onsite and offsite

- surface-water sampling, both onsite and offsite

- identification and sampling of existing ground-water
wells in the site vicinity

- installation and sampling of soil borings
- a surface-wvater drainage study

- a water-level monitoring program, both onsite and
offsite

- idqntificii:fon of ground-water contamination sources
within a one-mile radius of the Reilly site

= hydraulic conductivity testing and the performance
of a short-term continuous water level monitoring

program

-~ preparation of a site-wide human health and
ecological risk assessment
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Geology/Hydrogeology: The Reilly site lies within the White River
drainage basin, located approximately three miles to the east.
Eagle Creek is an attendant tributary and flows in a southeasterly
directien approximately 4000 feet to the east of the site.
Topography in the site area is relatively flat with a gentle
downward slope in an easterly direction. Other surface-water
bodies in the site area include Blue Lake (a former gravel pit)
located approximately 2000 feet northeast of the site, several
small ponds or surface-water impoundments located 2000 to 4000 feet
east of the site, and one surface-water impoundment located -
immediately southwest of the Maywood property (see Figure 2). The
westernmost extension of Blue Lake has been filled in since 1979.

The sand and gravel deposits that underlie almost all of the White
River drainage basin form the principal aquifer in the area. There
are three industrial well fields located to the east of the site
that have a reported combined pumping rate of 10 million gallons
per day, or approximately 7000 gallons per minute (see Figure 2).
In the vicinity of the site, upper and lower zones have been
identified within the sand and gravel outwash aquifer. At some
locations, especially directly underneath the site, these zones are
separated by one or more till units which, because of their silt
content, are less permeable layers and may impede flow vertically.
The lack of a continuous fine unit and similar ground-water levels
in shallow and deep wells suggest that the upper and lower zones of
the outwash sand and gravel deposits are hydraulically. connected
and that the till units do not act as a barrier to contaminant flow
in ground water.

Regional hydrogeologic data indicate that ground water in the
unconsolidated material in the area of the Reilly site flows east
towards Eagle Creek with a southerly component. Water level data
from the RI indicate that ground-water flow is generally from the
northwest to the southeast and that withdrawdls from neighboring
industrial production wells significantly impact the flow of ground
water east of the site. Hydraulic conductivities for wells tested
during the RI range from 10(-2) to 10(-3) centimeters per second.
An average linear ground-water velocity of 0.68 feet per day was
calculated for the area that is not influenced by the industrial
pumping to the east of the site. An average linear ground-water
velocity of 2.0 feet per day was calculated for the area that is
influenced by the industrial pumping. .
. .

A detailed analysis of past operations during Task 2 of the
Remedial Investigation demonstrated that there are at least five
former waste-disposal areas onsite. These five former waste-
disposal areas were identified as potential source areas for both
on-site and off-site contamination. These include the Lime Pond on
the Oak Park property, the Abandoned Railway Trench on the northern
portion of the Maywood property, the Former Sludge Treatment Pit on
the northern portion of the Maywood property, the Drainage Ditch on
the southern portion of the Maywood property and the South Landfill
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rtion of the Maywood property (See Figure 3).

This task also identified ground water as a primary area of
investigation for the RI.

Soil Contamination:
to receive waste di

The Lime Pond was a lagoon constructed in 1953
scharges from the first synthetic pyridine base

processing unit constructed on the Oak Park property. Dimensions

of the Lime Pond a

re approximately 350 feet by 350 feet. Until

1965, discharges from process areas on the Oak Park property went
te-the-Lime Pond, which included solid material and sludge that had
settled out of the waste water discharged there. Since 1965, when

—a connection to the

city sewer was made, the Lime Pond has received

only water from boiler blowdown from the boiler operations on the

Oak Park property.

At some time in the past, drums containing

unidentified liquids and solids were buried in trenches east (and

possibly north) of

the Lime Pond.

Borings in the Lime Pond area generally encountered lime sludge
from the pond surface to a depth of four to seven feet. The Line
Pond contains on the order of 15,000 cubic yards of lime sludge
generated from boiler blowdown (water used for cooling of boilers
that does not come into contact with production of chemicals).
This lime sludge generally contained less than 1 part per million
total organics. The soils to the east of the Lime Pond were found
to be contaminated with volatile organics up to levels of
approximately 24,000 parts per billion (ppb) and semi-volatile
organics up to levels of approximately 360,000 ppb. These areas to

the east of the Lim

e Pond and potentially to the north of the pond

(i confirmed during subsequent investigations) total between 400
and 1700 cubic yards of potentially contaminated material.

The Ahandonod Railvay Trench was used as an unlocading and loading

area for incoming

rail shipments. The railroad tracks were

depressed below ground 1level to facilitate these operations.
puring the 1960s, the use of the railwvay trench for loading and

unloading purposes

decreased and it was gradually filled in with

drums of off-specification coal tar enamel. Foundry sand obtained

from a variety of

local industry was also used to complete the

£illing of the trench. —It is estimated that the trench was

approximately five

feet deep by fifteen feet wide by 580 feet long

based on Phase II 1nv¢-t;gations.

Test pits completed in the railway trench area rsvealed a sloping

rail bed at a depth

of approximately three feet at the south end of

the trench and at a depth of approximately four feet at the north
end. A surface layer of crushed stone was encountered at each test
pit location and f£ill material consisting of black, brown or gray
sand and gravel, foundry sand, coal cinders, coal tar wastes, wood
debris and drums was found beneath. The estimated volume of fill
materials in the trench was calculated to be in the range of 700 to
4100 cubic yards, the exact amount being dependent on the trench
dimensions. Soil contaminant concentrations in the trench sampling
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for volatile organics ranged to 656,000 ppb and for semi-volatile
organics ranged to 22,160,000 ppb.

From the -early 1950s until 1979, waste water sludge from the coal
tar refinery and synthetic chemicals operations was dried by
placing it in the Former Sludge Treatment Pit, located in the
center of the Maywood property. The sludge pit was used for
thickening sludge by evaporation prior to off-site disposal to
landfills. The current RCRA-permitted sludge treatment area is
located directly above the northern portion of this historical
area. The dimensions of the original sludge pit, as reported in
the RI, are 110 feet long by 20 feet wide by 4 feet deep. The
estimated volume of waste material in this sludge pit is
approximately 800 cubic yards; however, the volume may be greater
since test pit samples indicate that contamination may be as deep
as 10 feet in some places.

Soil contaminant concentrations in the sludge pit sampling for
volatile organics ranged to 13,030 ppb and for semi-volatiles
ranged to 6,118,000 ppb.

From the beginning of site operations in 1921 until the mid 1970s,
the southern portion of the Maywood property was used as a
landfill, the South Landfill, for construction debris and soil. 1In
addition, various solid and semi-solid wastes (tars, sludges, still
bottoms, tank cleanings) from the coal tar and the synthetic
chemicals operations were also deposited in this arel. Coal
refinery wastes deposited in the area included off-specification
pitches, creosoted timbers, coal, and tank car sludges and waste
water sludge from the Maywood American Petroleum Institute (API)
separator. Wastes from the synthetic chemical operations were also
deposited in the south landfill beginning in the 1960s. These
wastes included waste water sludge from the API separator and
distillation residues from various unit processes including
' vinylpyridine residue and 3-pyridine carbonitrile residue.
Dimensions of the south landfill are approximately 1000 feet by 200
feat. :

A dug well, or fire pond, was situated at the extreme southeast
corner of the south landfill. This pond was reportedly dug by
facility personnel for the purpose of providing a water supply for
fire suppression. The - dimensions of the fire pond were
approximately 112 feet in diameter and 23 feet in depth. The fire
pond dried up after a period of time, probably due to the increased
industrial ground-water usage in the site vicinity. Limited data
regarding the materials used to fill the dry dug well (reported to
be tars, sludges, various chemical production residues, and foundry
_sand) were derived during the RI. .

The estimated volume of fill material in the South Landf£ill is
34,000 cubic yards. Soil contaminant concentratiocas in the South
Landfill sampling for volatile organics range to 110,ooo_ppb and
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for semi-volatiles range to 35,280,000 ppb. Field investigations
in this area also identified both NAPLs (non-aquecus phase liquids)
and DNAPLs (dense non-aqueous phase liquids) as present in the
ground water in the form of oily sheen and distinct oil phases in
ground-water samples.

Prior to 1970, waste water and storm water were conveyed from the
API separator by the Former Drainage Ditch into the Raymond Street
storm sewer, which then discharged directly to Eagle Creek. This
water consisted of water separated from the raw tar, water decanted
from the tar storage tanks, water separated from the oil-water,
"wet-dry® in the refinery, blowdown water from the boiler
operations, aqueous sodium sulfate from the extraction of tar acids
and tar bases from the light and middle oils, and storm water
entering the system due to natural drainage. Historically, the
length of the ditch was 1220 feet, the width was between 15 and 50
feet, and the depth was approximately 8 feet. The estimated volume
of fill material ranges from 5600 to 15,800 cubic feet. Soil
contaminant concentrations in the Former Drainage Ditch sampling
for volatile organics range to 171,000 ppb and for semi-volatiles
range to 117,120,000 ppb. ‘

Ground Water Contamination: Benzene concentrations in the ground
water range from below detection 1imits to 38,000 ppb, with the
highest levels detected on the Oak Park property. Pyridine and
pyridine derivative concentrations, which wvere summarized in the
remedial investigation (RI) as total pyridine derivatives, were
found in the ground water ranging from below detection limits to
305,405 ppb, with the highest levels detected on the south-central
portion of the Oak Park property. Ammonia concentrations in the
ground water ranged from 0.l parts per million (ppm) to 53.3 ppm
with concentrations greatest in the northwest portion of the Oak
pPark property (see Figures 4, 5, and 6 for maps of contaminant
plumes) . -

other contaminants present in the ground water include polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and chlorinated ethanes and ethenes.
Concentrations of PAHs range from below detection limits to 85
parts per trillion (ppt) with concentrations greatest in the
southeast corner of the Reilly property, in close proximity to the
area known as the South Landfill. Concentrations of chlorinated
ethanes and ethenes, with ‘trichloroethene (TCE) being the primary
component, range'from below detection limits to 110 ppb:; the TCE
was detected just south of the southern boundary of the Reilly site
(see Table 1 for ground-water.contaminant profiles)

These contaminant profiles were developed ‘for use in the
_preliminary modeling of the extraction and treatment network
necessary for site containment. Three protiles vere developed of
groundwater conditions; upgradient, downgradient, and internal
gradient. Monitoring wells used for the upgradient averzse
included RI-1 and RI-16. Monitoring wells used for tne



Groundwater Characteristics
Rellly Site, lndlapapolls, IN

TABLE

methylene chioride | -7sey 25 <568
acetone 304 BJ 18 24234
chioroform 14 6 a1
1,2-dichioroethane 144 <s <es
2-butancne 28 5 6J
bromodichioromethane 3J 2 24
benzene 3,934 <28 25,380
toluene 258J s 2568
ethylbenzene 2%J <28 2068
total xylene 881 J <28 5.005
Pyridine Derivatives

pyridine 3,608 <5.13 21.503
2-picoline 1 zzecs <513 164,400
3 & 4-picoline 2,813 .13 18803
2, 8-4utidine 208 <513 T8
2ethylpyridine 303 <413 1388
2.4 & 2.5-utidine 248 <513 278
2,3-wtidine 214 <13 494
3-ethyipyridine 128 <513 M




Groundwater Characteristics
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TABLE | (ConT

3 i s

4-ethyipyridine ] _ <513 <50
3,5-wtidine B 713 <A.13 988
3,4-utidine 52 <5.13 <50
2-methyt-5-ethyipyridine 17 <5.13 291 -
2-methyl-3-ethylpyndine 208 <5.13 27
3-sthyl-4-methylpyridine 42 <518 14 -
Polynuciesr Aromstio Hydrocsrbons

naphthaiene 489 < NA
[ -methyinapnthaiens 14 P <59
Semivolatiies

bis-2(ethylhexyl) phthaiste Ty 10 NA
2.4-dimethyiphenol 48 <

Metals™

aluminum 14,266 - 788 27.700" -
arsenic - 16(12) 12 s
barium 526(375) 760 “ar
beryttium 1 8 1 -
chromium - 28 128 «
cobait 18 116 g
copper TI4) o4 23
iead 24(0.8) 18 a2




Groundwater Characteristics
Reiily Site, indlanapoiis, IN

TABLE

1 (ConT

nickel i 41(6.8) . 210 70
sitver 11 S <2
vanagium 41 24 76*
znc 138(8) 800 189*
General Water Quality (mp) (mo) (mg
Information**

caicium 119(112) e 102(94)
iron 3701.8) 193 [
magnesium - 48(405) 3% 30{29)
manganese 120022 73 2.4°
potassium 6052 | 9.0 s
sodium 217 ‘ 32 81*
haraness (as CaCOy) 488 - NA ars
chemical oxygen demand 1687. NA o002
total organic carbon 83 NA 417
biclogical axygen demand 114 NA 580
total suspended solids. - 28 72 78 .
concductivity (micromhos/cm) - 1387 041 1190
Total dissoived soliis (TDS) 808 400 78
alicalinity 560 NA 640
chiorides 187 NA 60 .
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Groundwater Characteristics
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o
NA

nitrate - N 027 NA 037 ~
NA

phosphorus 0.12 040
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downgradient average included RI-3, RI-4, RI-S5, RI-6, RI-17 and RI-
18. The monitcring well used for the internal gradient average was
also RI-18.

Sunna:y-gf gsite Risks

This Record of Decision is written for an operable unit action to
prevent contaminated ground water within the site boundaries. The
RI report includes a risk assessment, prepared by Reilly using the
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund and approved by EPA as a
portion of the RI report, that calculated the actual or potential
risks to human health and the environment that may result from
exposure to site contamination. Because this action will only
address the migration of contaminated ground water from the site,
only risks calculated for exposure to ground water will be
presented. Risks associated with exposure to contaminated soils
will be addressed through subsequent actions.

The risk assessment determined that three chemicals in the ground
water are of primary concern: benzene, pyridine and pyridine
derivatives and ammonia (see Table 1). Other chemicals that were
detected in the ground water are also of concern but were not found
at the same frequency as thase listed above. Concentrations of
these chemicals in the ground water have resulted in the
calculation of unacceptable risks to human health and the
environment posed by exposure.

Exposure Assesament

The exposure assessment conducted as a part of the RI concluded
that several media are impacted by the contaminants at the site,
and that there are several potential exposure routes for
contamination. These routes of exposure were identified for both
current and future scenarios (as is commoniy done in EPA risk
assessments) so that all potential. pathways can be evaluated. The
baseline risk assessment computed risks from exposure to these
contaminants using the upper 95% confidence intervals of the
arithmetic mean of the Phase II and IIX sampling data
concentrations of the above contaminants. The use of the
confidence intervals is suggested in the Risk Assessment Guidance
for Superfund and represents a conservative step towards assessing
risks associated with potential exposures. In some cases where
sample results .vary widely or sample size is small, these
confidence intervals may exceed maximum detected concentrations.

Due to the proximity of the site to the surrounding neighborhood
and major streets, and its size, the following potential receptors
were identified in the risk assessment, and risks were computed for
their exposure.

Under the current land-use scenario, on-site workers could
potentially be exposed through ingestion and dermal contact with
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surface soils, and inhalation of surface-soil dust. off-site
neighborhood residents could potentially be exposed through
ingestion and dermal contact with surface-soils from the Maywood
property-{primarily from site trespassers), inhalation of surface
soil dust (migration of dust from the site), ingestion and dermal
contact with surface soil from the Oak Park property (residents
playing basketball at a court located in the northern portion of
the site), and ingestion and dermal contact with on-site surface
water (site trespassers contacting a transient area of ponded
water). Off-site industrial workers could potentially be at risk
through exposure to volatilized contaminants (local industrial

_usage of the ground water).

Under the future-use scenario, on-site workers could potentially be
exposed through ingestion and dermal contact with surface soils
(some workers can enter the area of the Maywood property), and
inhalation of surface-soil and dust (Maywood) and subsurface soils
(all areas) (workers may be exposed to on-site dust generated
during intrusive construction activities). off-site neighborhood
residents could potentially be exposed through ingestion and dermal
contact with surface soils (site trespassers), inhalation of
surface soil dust (Maywood) and subsurface (all areas) soils (wind
blown dust from the site), and ingestion and dermal contact with
surface soils from the Oak Park property (residents playing
basketball), ingestion and dermal contact with on-site surface
water (site trespassers). Construction workers could potentially
be exposed through ingestion and dermal contact with surface and
subsurface soils (industrial facility construction on the Maywood
property). Future on-site residents (assuming that the site will
be converted to this use in the future) could potentially be
exposed through ingestion and dermal contact with surface soil
(Maywood) and subsurface soil (all areas), ingestion and dermal
contact with on-site surface water, and inhalation of surface dust
(Maywood) and subsurface soil (all areas). Future off-site
residents could be exposed through ingestion and dermal contact
with ground water (if residents used wells for water supply for
drinking and other household uses). Future off-site industrial
workers could be at risk through exposure to volatilized
contaminants from the ground water (industrial water usage) ..

Toxicity Assessment e

Benzene is classified as a known human carcinogen (Class.A). and has
been associat®d with hematologic effects on humans as vell as
anemia (decreased red blood cells), leukopenia (decreased., white
blood cells), and thrombocytopenia (decreased platelets). . Ch nic
exposure has been shown to cause pancytopenia - (decrease ln all
~ circulating cells) and aplastic anemia (failure to manufacture
blood cells). Exposure by inhalation has been shown to, cause
leukemiz. Benzene has been shown to be a growth inhibitor in
yterg; however, it has not been shown to be teratogenic (causing
birth defects). Animal studies have shown preliminary Qvigpgcc of
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carcinogenicity; a link to leukemia via inhalation has also been
suggested. Benzene has been shown to be nonmutagenic (not causing
mutations); benzene oxide, the presumed initial metabolite of
benzene, is mutagenic (causing mutations).

Limited data exists on the oral absorption of pyridine; data on the
pulmonary and dermal absorption of the chemical was not located.
Available evidence indicates that pyridine is well absorbed rapidly

from the GI tract and is not expected to accumulate in the body.

— Available information—from animal testing does not suggest that
-lethality is a human health concern for exposure to pyridine by
_inhalation or ingestion. The major human health concern is for
liver damage, based on recent studies with daboratory rats. Other
human health concerns include the potential for neurologic effects

- and kidney effects. Pyridine has been administered to mice and
rats in order to evaluate the potential carcinogenicity of
pyridine. The studies have concluded that pyridine did not produce
increases in the incidence of tumors with respect to controls. EPA

has decided that increased liver weight in female rats is the most

sensitive toxic endpoint.

Ammonia has been shown to cause deleterious effects in acute
exposures. Irritation of the eyes, nose, throat and chest are
associated with exposure to ammonia. Ingestion can cause gastritis
and corrosive esophagitis. Exposure to high concentrations of
ammonia gas can cause pulmonary edema or death. Ammonia has also
be¥n shown to cause negative effects to the respiratory tract,
labored bresathing, eye irritation, inflammatory lung changes, and
death to many animal species.

Trichlorcethylene (TCE) is considered a probable carcinogen (Class
B2) and is associated with central nerv-us cystem and renal systenm
problems, liver damage, hepatic injury and damage to other organs.
Animal studies have indicated that ICE is fetotoxic but not
teratogenic, producing primarily skeletal ossification anomalies,
decreased fetal weight, and other effects consistent with delayed
development. '

Ethylbensene is readily ahsorbed via inhalation, ingestion, and
dermal exposure, both in humans and in animals. Ethylbenzene
adversaly affects the kidneys, lungs, adipose tissue, digestive
tract, and liver. There ‘is little information available on the
toxicity of ethylbenzene in humans, although exposure to moderate
to high concefitrations causes irritation to the eyes, nose, and
throat. Ethylbenzene. is not mutagenic and has been assigned a
Class D (not classified) carcinogenicity rating due to lack of
data. :

Tolusne is primarily absorbed through the lung and gut, although it
can alsc be absorbed through the skin. Toluene is metabolized
extensively and is excreted in the urine as well as in expired air.
Toluene adversely affects the central nervous system causing
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dizziness and unconciousness. Toluene is not mutagenic or
teratogenic, but there is some evidence .that it causes adverse
effects in laboratory animals.

Xylene is easily absorbed through inhalation and is transported in
the blood. Exposure to xylene can produce effects ranging from
irritation of the eyes, nose, and throat for acute doses, to
central nervous system depression and cardiac arrest in chronic
doses. Xylene has been found to be embryotoxic and teratogenic in
laboratory animals and has been assigned a Class D (not classified)
carcinogenicity rating by U.S. EPA.

Both the Integrated Information System (IRIS-1989) and the Health
Effects Assessment Summary Table (HEAST-1990) were used as sources
for this contaminant toxicity data.

Risk Assessment

The carcincgenic risks associated with exposure to benzene by
ground-wvater ingestion were computed for several potential exposure
scenarios (see Table 2). These include off-site resident (5.5 x
10(-4)), off-site industrial worker (current risk - 1.06 x 10(-6)
for a quiescent scenario and 1.64 x 10(-5) for an aerated scenario
(mixing of the water with associated volatilization of the benzene
into the breathing space)), off-site industrial worker (future risk
- using the upper 95 % confidence interval for the grpund-water
plame - 6.83 x 10(-4) for a quiescent scenario, and 7.35%5 x 10(-4)
for an aerated scenario), and on-site resident (6 Xx 10(-4)).

The non-carcinogenic risks associated with exposure to pyridine,
pyridine derivatives, and ammonia by ingestion of ground water,
were computed for the same exposure scenarios as were used for the
carcinogenic risks. Generally, total Hazard Indices (HI) are used
to calculate non carcinogenic risks and must be belov a value of
1.0; otherwvise CERCLA requires remedial action. Haszard Indices
exceeded thes 1.0 trigger for scenarios such as the off-site
resident (HI=247), and off-site industrial worker (HI=277) (see
Table 2).

Because this is an interim action, calculation of residual risks is

not necessary and will be addressed by the final remedy for ground
water, which will likely include source remediation. However, it

should be noted that ground water will .be prevented from migrating

from the site as a result of this action, and ground-water

treatment will achieve ARARS.

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action selected
in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment
to human health, welfare, or the environment.



Summary of Site Risks
Groundwater

TABLE 2

- Drinking 247 (pyridine) ~ 5.5x10™ (benzens)

-  Contact [ 0.90 7.4x10" (benzene)
Current Ofisite incustrial Worker ~
- Inhalation 0.13-0.29 1.64x10°* - 1.07x10*

Future Offsite industrial Worker ]
- - Inhaiation 277.01 - 279.25 7.35x10™ - 6.84x10°

— c—— - ap— .
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During the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS), Reilly identified and
evaluated a list of alternatives that could be used to address the
threats and/or potential threats identified for the ground water at
the site. Reilly screened the list of alternatives based on
criteria for effectiveness (i.e. protection of human health and the
‘environment, reliability), implementability (i.e. technical
feasibility, compliance with applicable State and Federal
regulations), and relative costs (i.e. capital, operation and

- maintenance). ‘Following this initial screening, the 1list of
_alternatives was evaluated and only alternatives that met the nine
criteria were submitted for detailed analysis.

Four alternatives were evaluated during the detailed analysis of
alternatives in the FFS (See Table 3). These included no action:;
in-situ bioremediation; ground-water extraction, treatment and
discharge; and a fully-encircling slurry wall with accompanying
_ground-water extraction, treatment and discharge, as described
below.

. .

Under this alternative, no remediation would occur and the site
would remain in its present condition. All contamination would
remain in the ground water, with continued off-site movement at
urmacceptable levels. This alternative would include periodic
monitoring of the graund-water quality both on and offsite.
Although this alternative does not address the ground-water
contamination problem, its inclusion in the detailed alternatives
analysis is required by CERCLA as a baseline for comparison to the
other alternatives developed.

Expected Capital Cost $0
Expected Annual Operation and Maintenance $ 82,000
Present Worth Cost: . - $127,000
Time to Implement: none

Alternative 2: In-situ Bioremediation

This technology can be implemented in a number of forms, and
involves the treatment; ‘destruction, and control of subsurface
pollutants with: microbes. Using this alternative, oxygen and
certain nutriants (such as phosphates) would be injected (through
injection wells) into ground water to accelerate the natural
breakdown of contaminants and control their movement offsite.
Ground water would be monitored for several years to determine
whether the remedy is working effectively.

In-situ bioremediation could be enhanced by the use of several
technologies. These include underground barriers (such as slurry
walls) to control contaminated ground-water flow, an air-stripping
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system to remove contaminants from water blown through a controlled
facility, or a soil vapor extraction system which draws air through
contaminated soil to remove organic contaminants. The contaminated
air would be treated by filters containing activated carbon.

Expected Capital Costs $ 8,000,000
Expected Annual Operation
and Maintenance (year 1-2) $ 1,110,000

' (year 2-30) $ 660,000
Present Worth Costs $ 15,000,000
Time to Implement: 3 to 10 months

Alternative 3: Ground-water Extraction. Treatment and Discharde

The FFS describes two ways this alternative could be implemented,
details of which would be determined during the design phase of the
cleanup. Ground water extraction at the property boundary will
create a hydraulic barrier that will prevent ground water movement
off-site. Ground water would first be extracted and then treated
through one or more of the following processes: biological
treatment, filtration through granular activated carbon, filtration
via precipitation/clarification, and/or air stripping. Most of the
treated water would be recharged to the aquifer (using wells
located up-gradient or down-gradient of the site). The remaining
treated water would be discharged to the Publicly Owned Treatment
Works (POTW). It was estimated in the FFS that approximately 1.7
to 2.1 million gallons of water per day would need to Pe pumped
from 8 to 12 extraction wells to achieve the containment objectives
of this action. These estimates would be further revised during
remedial design, using, at a minimum, a pump test of the aquifer to
further define aquifer properties. This remedial action would be
designed to isolate the site so that ground water would be
contained onsite.

Expected Capital Costs $ 5,500,000
Expected Annual Operation & Maintenance $ 1,000,000
Present Worth Costs: $15,000,000
Time to Implement 2 to 6 months

Alternative 4:  Fully-Encircling sSlurry Wall: Ground-water

The FFS describes, two ways this alternative could be implemented,
details of which would be determined during the design phase of the
cleanup. Each proposal includes a slurry wall that encircles the
site and is connected to the shale bedrock below the site,:
approximately 60 to 100 feet in depth. This slurry wall would
create a physical barrier that will prevent the further off-site
movement of contaminated ground water and, when combined with
ground water extraction, will effectively isolate the site. Ground
water would be extracted from the west side and/or the center of
the site and treated with precipitation/clarification followed by
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air stripping or filtration through granular activated carbon.
Treated ground water would then be discharged to the POTW or
reinjected to the aquifer using wells located down-gradient of the
site. Treatability studies on the soils extracted from the slurry
trench would be necessary during remedial design so that it could
be determined whether it was acceptable to either use them in the
construction of the slurry wall or dispose of them offsite. It was
estimated in the FFS that approximately 0.6 to 1.7 million gallons
of water per day would need to be pumped from 4 to 8 extraction
wells to achieve the containment objectives of this action. These
estimates would be further revised during remedial design, using,
at 2 minimum, a pump test of the aquifer to further define aquifer
properties. This remedial acticn would be designed to isolate the
site so that ground water would be contained onsite.

Expected Capital Costs $ 20,000,000
Expected Annual Operation & Maintenance S 500,000
Present Worth Costs: $ 25,000,000
Time to Implement . 6 to 12 months

Summary of the Comparative Analvsis of Alternatives

The nine criteria used by U.S. EPA to evaluate remedial
alternatives, as set forth in the NCP, 40 CFR Part 300.430,
include: overall protection of human health and the enviromment;
compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARS) ; long-term effectiveness; reduction of toxicity, mobility,
or volume: short-term effectiveness; implementability:; cost:; state
acceptance; and community acceptance. Based on evaluation of the
alternatives with respect to these nine criteria, U.S. EPA has
selected Alternative 3 - Ground-Water Extraction, Treatment and
Discharge - as the alternative for the interim remedy for this
Site.

Protection of Human Health and the Enviropment

Addresses vhether a remedy provides adequate protection of human
health and the environment and describes how risks posed through
each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or. controlled
through treatment, engineexring controls, or institutional coatrols.

Alternative 1 would not protect human health and the environment
because it does not reduce risks associated with exposure to ground
water. Pilot taesting is needed before a final determination can be
made regarding Alternative 2; however, it appears that it can
control the off-site novement of contaminated ground water.

Because the effectiveness of the technology has not been verified, -

it is not clear whether Alternative 2 can meet necessary Federal
and State drinking-water standards or recharge/discharge limits.
However, it does not appear that the hydrogeologic environment at
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the site will allow for sufficient time for the bioremediation to
work effectively, because of ground-water velocity and the presence
of clay lenses. Alternatives 3 and 4 are the most protective,
because --they use proven technologies to control the off-site
migration of contaminated ground water. Both Alternatives 3 and 4
are capable of meeting recharge/discharge ARARS. Air emissions
controls will be provided if required for the air strippers used in
Alternatives 3 and 4. Sludge disposal from the biological system
and/or from backwash solids associated with the extraction and
treatment systems will remove the contamination from the site to a
location where exposure is minimized by engineering controls.
Therefore, since it has been determined that Alternative 1 would
not be protective of human health and the environment or meet
ARARs, it will no longer be considered in the nine criteria
evaluation. It appears that Alternative 2 may be able to meet
ARARs, although further pilot testing is necessary before a final
determination can be made. Alternatives 3 and 4 are functionally
equivalent with respect to this threshold criterion.

compliance with ARARS

Addresses vhether a remedy will meet all of the ARARs of other
Federal and State environmental laws and/or justifies a vaiver of
those lavws.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 should meet the ARARS relating to
treatment and discharge, although they will not immediately meest
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) at the property boundary. Pilot
testing would be necessary to confirm this determination for
Alternative 2, In-Situ Bioremediation. All on-site activities
associated with Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 will comply with worker
health and safety requirements, air emissions standards,
discharge/recharge permit requirements, and waste disposal
requirements (see Table 4 for listing of ARARS).

Therefore, it has been d.tcriinod that Alternative 2 needs further
testing to determine whether it can meet ARARs, while Alternatives
3 and 4 are functionally equivalent with respect to this threshold
criterion. ‘

- nmnn_m T
: - ) ".

Addresses any expected residual risk and the abi.uty of a remedy to
maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment
over time, once cleanup standards have been met. -

Alternative 2 cannot be ranked relative to the other alternatives
with respect to this criterion until further bench-scale and pilot-
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scale tests are performed, due to uncertainties associated with the
distribution of oxygen and nutrients, soil heterogeneities, and
reaction kinetics. The long-term effectiveness of Alternative 4 is
dependent “on the structural integrity of the slurry wall and the
continued operation of the interior ground-water extraction system.
Following proper design, continued operation of this alternative
shall effectively control future off-site movement of contaminated
ground water.

The leng-term effectiveness of Alternative 3 depends on the
integrity of the extraction system: however, continued operation of

_Alternative 3 shall effectively control future off-site movement of
contaminants through extraction and treatment of ground water. The
use of backup systems, such as backup power generators, redundant
extraction wells, designing the extraction wells so that their
radii of influence overlap, and designing the system to accommodate
nshock" loads such as spills and accidental releases related to
remedial activities, should satisfy the concern identified in the.
proposed plan regarding extraction system failure, thereby ensuring
that the containment provided by this remedial action will not be
compromised.

Therefore, it has been determined, based on additional information
provided during the public comment period, that Alternatives 3 and
4 are functionally equivalent with respect to this balancing
criterion. e

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

Addresses the anticipated performance of the treatment technologies
a remedy may employ.

Alternative 2, the in-situ treatment option, should reduce
contaminant levels within the aquifer (although mobile constituents
can be transformed and degraded by aerobic microorganisms, their
specific metabolites have not been fully characterized). Both
Alternatives 3 & 4 utilize conventional technologies that have
proven to be effective in reducing the toxicity and volume of
contaminated ground water.— The presence of the slurry wall will
not, in itself, reduce the toxicity of the contaminated water, but
in conjunction with extraction and treatment, would provide
contaminant reduc?ion similar to the non slurry-wall options.

Therefore, it has been determined that Alternatives 3 and 4 are
functionally equivalent with respect to this balancing criterion.

short Term Effectiveness

Addresses the periocd of time needed to achieve protection and any
negative effects on human health and the environment that may be
posed during the construction and implementation period, nntil
cleanup standards are achieved.
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Alternative 2 cannot be ranked in terms of short-term effectiveness
until further pilot- and bench-scale tests are performed. However,
Alternative 2 will cause minimal exposure during installation of
the weaell systen, and control and monitoring equipment.
Approximately 3-10 months will be required to meet the containment

objectives of the operable unit. -

For the Alternative 3 extraction and treatment options,
installation of extraction and re-injection wells and the
construction of a treatment plant will cause limited exposure to

- hazardous substances. Approximately 2-6 months will be required to

_meet the containment objectives of this operable unit.

The installation of a slurry wall (Alternative 4) will cause
exposure to humans because of increased air emissions during

" construction of the wall, and management and off-site disposal of

excavated soils (if determined to be hazardous enough to warrant
this action). The short-term effectiveness of Alternative 4 is also

_dependent on management of the residuals associated with the

excavation of potentially contaminated soil during slurry wall
construction. However, potential impacts on the surrounding area
from this action will be minimized through the use of vapor-
suppressing foam and other similar means. This activity may also
cause disruptions to electrical and gas utilities and to water
mains vital to area services during construction activities, as was
identified during the public comment period. Disruptions to
neighboring residents, Reilly's everyday operations, and to
Conrail's_operation of_ the railroad tracks along the westernm
property boundary are also possible as a result of construction.
Installation of extraction and re-injection wells and the
construction of the treatment plant for this Alternative would
cause limited exposure to hazardous substances. Approximately 6-12
months would be required to meet the containment objectives of the
operable unit.

Therefore, based on the new information presented to EPA during the
public comment period, it has been determined that Alternative 3 is
superior to the other alternatives in effectiveness in the short
term. -

Inplementability

Addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed for a
particular option to be put-in place.

The equipment and materials required for the Alternative 3
extraction and treatment options are available and commonly used
for remediation. The use of extraction wells is a proven, reliable
method for ground-water extraction. Air stripping, biological
treatment and carbon adsorption are all proven technologies.
Treatability testing of these technologies will be needed to
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determine design and operating requirements for the ground water
from the site. The options which involve air stripping may need
emissions control to meet air emissions standards. The activated
carbon system would need replacement and/or regeneration of carbon
periodically. The Alternative 2 in-situ treatment options involved
installation of a network of wells, using commercially available
components, but tailored to subsurface conditions. Field testing
would be required to effectively develop the design.

Although slurry walls have been used for remediation at other
.sites, and the technology to install deep slurry walls is
available, potential problems exist with installing a wall to
confining layer depths such as those at the Site, and in keying the
wall into shale bedrock. Complications in the construction of the
slurry wall could. also arise from the presence of underground
utilities.

Therefore, it has been determined that Alternative 3 is superior to
the other alternatives with respect to implementability.

cost

Included are capital costs, annual operation and maintenance costs
(assuming a 30 year time period), and net present value of capital
and operation and maintenance costs. The selected remedy must be
cost effective. -

The FFS presented net present worth cost estimates for each of the
four alternatives brought forward -for detailed analysis. These
estimates were derived from literature, vendor quotations, actual
costs from similar projects, and standard cost information sources.
Cost estimates are provided primarily for the purpose of conducting
a comparative assessment batween remedial options, in order to
assess the economic feasibility of the different alternatives.
Where limited or insufficient information was available regarding
site-specific hydrogeologic characteristics er contaminant specitic
treatability efficiencies, assumptions were made based on
literature and professional judgement where necessary to develop
costs associated with different processes. As directed by U.S.
EPA, the FFS also presented a cost-sensitivity analysis for each of
the alternatives, outlining expected, best, and worst cases. The
cost estimates provided in the FFS are expected to provide an
accuracy of +/='50 percent, except for Alternative 4 which has
undergone a slightly more detailed analysis, provided to U.S. EPA
during the public comment period.

Cost estimates for Alternative 3, Ground Water
Extraction/Treatment/Discharge, and Alternative 2, In-situ
Bioremediation, are comparable. Expected capital costs for
Alternative 2 are higher, at $8 million. (versus $5.4 million to
$5.5 million for Alternative 3), but operation and maintenance
costs are lower for Alternative 2; $1.1 million for the first two



21

years and $660,000 annually thereafter for Alternative 2, and $1
million annually for Alternative 3. The 30-year present worth
costs are $15 million, and between $13.9 million and $15 million
for Altermatives 2 and 3, respectively. Alternative 4, which
incorporates the fully-encircling slurry wall, has a higher
expected capital cost (estimated to be between $19.2 million and
$22.7 million, based on information presented to EPA during the
public comment period), but 2 lower expected annual operation and
maintenance cost (estimated at between $470,000 and $700,000). The
expected 30-year present worth estimate for Alternative 4 |is
petween $23.6 million and $29.4 million.

Therefore, based on analysis of the costs associated with all of
the alternatives analyzed in the FFS, it appears that Alternative
3 has the lowest capital cost, Alternative 4 has the lowest
operation and maintenance costs, and Alternatives 2 and 3 have the
lowest present worth cost. -

MODIFYING CRITERIA
gtate Acceptance
Addresses vhether or not the sState agency agrees to or objects to
any of the remedial alternatives, and considers sState ARARS.

The Indiana Department of Environmental ‘Management (IDEM). has been
intimately involved with the Site throughout the RI/FS, has
attended all technical progress meetings, has been provided
opportunity to comment on technical decisions, and concurs with the
selection of Alternative 3 as the selected remedy for this interim
action at the Site.

community Acceptance _

Addresses the public's general response to the remedial
alternatives and proposed plan.

Throughout the RI/FS at the Site, community involvement has been
moderate. U.S. EPA has been accessible and responsive to community
concerns throughout the study. At the public meeting for the
proposed plan, thers were many citizens who voiced opposition to
the proposed slurry wall alternative for many reasons. Written
public comments also reflected many of the reasons. for opposition.
These included that the added benefits of the slurry wall did not
justify the additional costs; installation of the slurry wall would
disrupt the neighborhood, area utilities and Minnesota Street;
installation of a slurry wall at the Reilly site would be difficult
to accomplish and even more difficult to monitor and repair; and
the cost differential between the slurry wall and the ground-water
extraction alternatives could be better spent by Reilly on
improvements in the company and for the workers and surrounding
neighbors.
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At the public meeting, the majority of those in attendance, as well
as the majority of those who submitted written comments regarding
the proposed plan, were in favor of Alternative 3 as the most
appropriate choice for this action. Reasons for this ranged from
cost effectiveness to short-term effectiveness to implementability.

In summation, Alternative 1 is unacceptable for protection of human
health and the environment. Alternative 2 would require additional
time for pilot studies, may not be effective, and has a similar
present.. worth cost as Alternative 3. Alternative 4 may pose
problems regarding short-term effectiveness, implementability, and
_cost effectiveness. Therefore, the best balance among the four
alternatives is Alternative 3, Ground-water Extraction, Treatment
and Discharge.

Selected Remedy

As was discussed in the previous section, EPA has selected
Alternative 3 - Ground-water Extraction, Treatment and Discharge as
the appropriate interim remedy for the Reilly Tar and Chemical
site. This alternative was selected because it is the most
appropriate alternative for this interim action and is compatible
with the final remedial alternatives anticipated for the Site,
which will mainly encompass source-area remediation.

The objective of this interim action is to contain the site to
prevent the further off-site migration of ground water contaminated
by the site. Design of this remedy will also include adequate
documentation so that it can be demonstrated that ground water is
indeed being captured by the extraction system and not migrating
from the site.

The FFS described two different ways this alternative could be
implemented. The first was a combination of ground-water
extraction down-gradient (or east) of the site and biological
treatment, followed by filtration and activated carbon adsorption
to meet the cleanup standards. After the biological treatment, 0.5
million gallons of water per day would be discharged to the
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW). The remainder of the water
would be reinjected to the aquifer after the activated carbon
treatment. This alternative was described as Alternative 3A.

Alternative 3B rconsisted of a combination of ground-water
extraction up=gradient (or west) of the site and in the interior of
the sits. Ground water extracted from the up-gradient side of the
site would be treated with precipitation/clarification followved by
activated carbon to meet the cleanup standards. Ground water
extracted from the interior of the site (primarily for gradient
control) would be treated with precipitation/clarification followed
by air stripping to meet the cleanup standards. Following
treatment, the ground water extracted froam the up-gradient wvells
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treatment, the ground water extracted from the up-gradient wells
would be reinjected to the aquifer and ground water extracted from
the interior wells would be discharged to the POTW.

U.S. EPA did not specifically select either of these options for
this Record of Decision. Although Alternative 3 satisfies the nine
criteria as being the most appropriate alternative for this actioen,
actual remedial design of this system will determine which of these
two options, and the specific design parameters for said option
(see Figure 7-treatment train for Alternative 3A and Figure 8-
treatment train for Alternative 3B), is the most appropriate for
satisfying the remedial objectives of halting the off-site spread
of contaminants from the site and achieving the cleanup standards
listed below in the most expeditious manner.

Extracted ground water will be treated using the above methods to
meet the cleanup standards (see Table 5-cleanup standards are
marked with asterisks). Cleanup standards are: benzene - 5 ppb;
pyridine - 35 ppb; pyridine derivatives (2-picoline, 3 & 4-
picoline, 2,6-lutidine, 2-ethylpyridine, 2,4 & 2,5-lutidine, 2,3~
lutidine, 3-ethylpyridine, 4-ethylpyridine, 3,5-lutidine, 3,4-
lutidine, 2-methyl-5-ethylpyridine, 2-methyl-3-ethylpyridine, 13-
ethyl-4-methylpyridine) - 35 ppb: ammonia (as nitrate) - 10 ppm;
trichloroethene - 5 ppb: ethylbenzene - 700 ppb: toluene - 1000
ppb; total xylenes - 10,000 ppb; benz(a) anthracene - 100 parts per
trillion (ppt):; benzo (a) pyrene - 200 ppt: benzo (b) fluporanthene
- 200 ppt: benzo(k) fluoranthene - 200 ppt: chrysens - 200 ppt:
dibenz(a,h) anthracene - 300 ppt: indeno (1,2,3 -c,d) pyrene - 400
ppt. If at any time, any contaminants are present in the extracted
ground water other than those listed in this paragraph that exceed
a 10(-6) cumulative lifetime cancer risk, or MCLs for carcinogens,
whichever is more stringent; and MCLs, maximum contaminant level
goals (MCLGs), or a hazard index of 1.0, whichever is more
stringent, for non carcinogens, additional- remedial work as
determined by U.S. EPA shall be performed.

The point of compliance for these levels for this action only, will
be the site property boundary, as is illustrated in site documents
such as the RI and the FFS and is included in this ROD. While this
action will ensure that ground water will not migrate past the site
boundary, any ground water at the point of compliance must meet the
cleanup criteria mentioned-above.

¢

Documentation of significant Changes

EPA published a proposed plan for this interim action on January
16, 1992, that selected Alternative 4 (slurry wall) as the
preferred remedial action. This selection was based on the
knowledge of the site and the Focused Feasibility Study that was
prepared by Reilly and approved by EPA. In the FFS, Reilly
prepared a cost sensitivity analysis for each of the alternatives
to analyze the costs from three scenarios: an expected case, a low-
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cost estimate and a high cost estimate. This analysis was required
by EPA so that the alternatives could be compared based on all
available data. In the FFS, it was assumed for the expected case
that 50%-of all excavated soils would have to be disposed of
offsite at a cost of approximately $12 million. EPA prepared a
memorandum dated February 16, 1992, which analyzed the major
component of the anticipated cost of slurry wall construction,
namely, the off-site disposal of excavated soils. The results of
this memorandum, which calculated expected contaminant
concentrations on the soils based on ground-water monitoring
results from the RI, appeared to indicate that the bulk of the
_excavated soils would not be sufficiently contaminated to
necessitate off-site disposal, which would decrease this estimate.

The comments received during the public comment period are one
measure of the community's acceptance of U.S. EPA's proposed
remedy. Comments received during the public comment period from
local utility companies as well as a slurry wall contractor
indicated that the costing analysis presented—in the FFS was not
entirely correct and that potential costs were dramatically greater
than initially estimated. Numerous comments from local citizens
also reflected concerns with EPA's remedy selection and voiced many
of the concerns that are outlined here. Potential disruption to
local utilities was not presented as a major problem in the initial
FFS: however, the local gas company raised the comment that slurry
wall construction would impact their customers by removing from
service a vital transmission line that cannot be bypassed during
the winter season.

Slurry wall cost estimates in the FFS did not accurately portray
the costs of rerouting electrical power lines, sewer lines, phone
lines, water mains, construction of a suitable roadbed for
emplacement over the completed trench where it crosses Minnesota
Street in two locations, operational traffic requirements imposed
by the City of Indianapolis for rerouting traffic while the slurry
wall construction proceeds across Minnesota Street, providing for
stability for the foundations of large active storage tanks along
the western boundary of the site, design of a railroad embankment
structure that could be rapidly emplaced over the slurry trench to
allow the use of active Conrail railroad tracks along the western
boundary of the site as well as lines entering the Reilly facility
used for transportation of Reilly products, providing for vapor
suppression foam:to minimize dust and air quality impacts from
slurry wall construction, minimizing construction impacts on the
residences located immediately adjacent to the northern boundary of
the site, work requiring Level C protective clothing (including
respiratory protection) and potential requirements of bedrock
grouting to ensure adequate connection to the shale bedrock.

Based on information received during the public comment period that
was not available to EPA at the time the proposed pran was released
for public comment as well as public sentiment towards the proposed
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integrity of the community, EPA has chosen Alternative 3, instead
of Alternative 4, as its interim remedial action for ground water
at the Site. Alternative 3 consists of ground-water extraction,
treatment and discharge.

s uto -
EPA and IDEM believe the selected remedy satisfies the statutory
Fequirements specified in Section 121 of SARA to protect human
— health -and the envirenment; will comply with ARARs (or provide
—grounds for invoking a waiver):; provides overall effectiveness
proportionate to its costs; and will utilize permanent solutions
and alternate treatment technologies to the maximum extent
practicable.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy, Alternative 3, provides protection of human
health and the environment for this ground-water operable unit
action by intercepting contaminated ground water before it reaches
potential off-site receptors. No unacceptable short-term risks
will be posed by the implementation of the renedy.

The selection of treatment trains will be made in the design phase
of the remedy. Any potential for cross-media impacts being caused
by treatment and discharge will be addressed in the design phase of
the remedy, and will be prevented by compliance with ARARs.
Treatment trains which create a potential for such cross-media
impacts (e.g., air-stripping) will be evaluated in the 1light of
such concerns and, if selected, will be required to comply with
ARARs. Discharge of treated ground water to the POTW is
contemplated, and compliance with ARARS will be required for any
such discharge.

Attaipment of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

This action meets Federal and State ARARs specific to the
extraction and treatment of contaminated ground water. Due to the
limited naturs of this opsrable unit action, chemical-specific
ARARsS for ground water and surface water will not be addressed,
except that ground water treated and discharged to the aquifer will
meet MCLS. SARA Sectiom 121(d) (4) (A) allows for selection of a
remedy not meeting ARARs when the remedial action selected is only
part of a tofal remedial action that will ultimately meet all
ARARS. The National Contingency Plan (NCP) as set forth at 40 CFR
300.430 (f£)(ii)(e)(1) indicates that an alternative that does not
meet Federal or State environmental laws may be selected if the
alternative is an interim measure and will become part of a total
remedial action that will, when completed, attain the applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements. ARARs specific to this
operable unit interim action remedy are listed balow.
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Chemical Specific ARARS

The remedy selected contemplates the discharge/recharge of treated
water to. the aquifer. Therefore, compliance with ARARs for
discharge to ground water, as summarized below, will be required.

The Safe Drinking Water Act sets Maximum Contaminant Levels and
Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLs and MCLGs) for public

drinking water systems. These are codified at 40 CFR Part 141
(Maximum Contaminant Levels). These are considered relevant and

-appropriate for water to be treated and discharged to the aquifer

as a result of this action. Although ground water is not currently
used as a potable water supply, it is a potential future source of
potable water; therefore, the NCP (40 CFR 300.430(e)(2)(B))
indicates that it.is appropriate to treat the water to levels
consistent with future use as drinking water (i.e. to MCLs
established pursuant to the SDWA).

‘'The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) has also

developed water quality standards to prevent degradation of State

waters. These standards are set forth . at 327 Indiana

Administrative Code (IAC) 2-1. Underground Water Standards are set
forth at 327 IAC 2-1-7. All ground waters of the State which are
a present or probable future source for public or industrial water
supply shall meet water quality standards. -

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) ground-water
protection_standards are_set forth at 40 CFR 264.29 and 264.54.
These standards provide that ground water must be cleaned up to
meet 1) MCLs where such standards are available, 2) background
levels where appropriate, or 3) a RCRA Alternative Concentration
Level, which may be established for. a specific ‘contaminant for
which an MCL has not been established.

Action-gSpecific ARARS

The use of filtration to remcve suspended solids or metals will
produce a solid waste vhich must be disposed of in accordance with
the applicable RCRA regulations. The Land Disposal requirements of
RCRA are set forth at 40 CFR Part 268.

Transportation requirements for shipment of hagardous wastes are
applicable, and these regulations are set forth at 40 CFR 263, 49
CFR 107, 171-179.

The Underground Injection Control Program's requirements will be
applicable to the remedial action selected as a component. of the
action calls for the recharge to the aquifer by injection vells of
treated ground water. The regulations set forth at 40 CFR Part 144
are applicable. The Criteria and Standards set forth at 40 CFR
Part 146 ares also applicable to this action.
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State ARARs for underground injection of pollutants also apply
here. The applicable regulations are set forth at 327 IAC 5-4-2.

Depending -on the components selected in the design phase for
treatment of the contaminated ground water extracted from the
aquifer, the following regulations may apply:

--Chemical-specific APARs for by-products of biological treatment

--40 CFR 268, regarding RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions, for
disposal of spent activated carbon

--40 CFR 264.1032, Organic Air Emission standards for Process Vents
pertains to air-stripping operations that emit total organics of
10ppm by weight or greater

state and local ARARs for Air Pollution also may apply (depending
on treatment components selected in design and weight of pollutants
emitted). These include: .

--Indiana‘'s Air Management Rule set forth at 326 IAC 8. Sources
emitting in excess of 25 tons a year must demonstrate compliance
with Best Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements

The remedy selected will involve a discharge to the POTW. State
Industrial Pretreatment Requirements require compliance with
§ 307(a) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) . This requires notification
of the discharge of toxic pollutants in amounts exceeding the
limits defined by the Act and its implementing regulations.

--Indianapolis Air Pollution Control Board Permits. Sources that
emit in excess of 3 lbs per hour or 15 1bs per day are required to
obtain a construction permit and an operating permit.

Location-gpecific ARARS

The site is an operating RCRA facility. RCRA explicitly regulates
all storage, treatment or disposal of hazardous waste. Because the
site is a RCRA facility, the RCRA regulations are applicable to all
remedial actions undertaken at the site.

Because the remedy selected for this interim action will involve
discharge to the lecal POTW, which is off-site, the following ARARS
are applicable:

--40 CFR Part 122.42(b), NPDES Permit Regulations, requires the-
notification to the issuing authority of a re-evaluation of POTW
pretreatment standards (n.b., if the local POTW does not have a
local limitation for a particular pollutant to be discharged from
this Superfund site, then it must develop such a limitation to
prevent lnterference, pass-through, or inhibition, from occurring
as a result of the discharge).
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--40 CFR Part 403.5, NPDES National Pretreatment Standards,
requires that discharge to a POTW not result in interference, pass-

through of pollutants to receiving water or contamination of sewage
sludge. __

State ARARs for pretreatment include 327-IAC 5-11, 1limiting
discharges to POTW, and 327 IAC 5-13, regarding the applicability
of the Industrial Waste Pretreatment Program.

Cost-Effectiveness

The remedy selected will provide an overall effectiveness
proportionate to its cost by employing a readily available and
procven technology to contain and prevent off-site migration of
contaminants while treating the captured ground water to MCLs, or
other levels, before recharge to the aquifer. While the operation
and maintenance costs for this remedy are higher than Alternative
4 ($1,000,000 annually for Alternative 3 versus approximately
$500,000 annually for Alternative 4), the initial capital costs
expected for implementation are considerably lower (approximately
$5,000,0G0 for Alternative 3 versus $20,000,000 for Alternative 4).
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable '

The intent of this operable unit is to provide effective
remediation of the potential threat posed by off-site migtration of
ground water contaminated by the Site, while providing flexibility
in developing a final remedy for the Site. The remedy selected for
this interim action will contain and isolate contaminated ground
water at the Site until the source areas on-site can be thoroughly
defined, characterized and remediated.

The threshold criteria, Protection of Human Health and the
Environment, and Compliance with ARARS, eliminated Alternative 1
from consideration. The need for pilot-scale testing and the
uncertainties associated with the performance of Alternative 2
eliminated it from further consideration. Two of the five primary
balancing criteria, Long-tera Effectiveness, and Reduction of
Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment , indicated that
the remaining two alternatives presented in the FFS were
functionally equivalent.. K However, two of the balancing criteria,
Short-term Effectiveness and Implementability, indicated that
Alternative 3 was superior to Alternative 4, once the additional
information (not supplied in the FFS but presented during the
public comment period) was factored into the evaluation of
alternatives.

The superiority of Alternative 3 over Alternative 4 when both
alternatives were measured against these two criteria was evidenced
by higher risks and greater difficulties in implementation
agsociated with Alternative 4. The higher risks were attributable
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to the dangers of contact with contaminants encountered in
excavation of a trench for a slurry wall in an area proximate to
individual residences, while greater difficulties of implementation
were presented by the Site's location in an area where roads,
railways, and buried utilities made the construction of a slurry
wall a potential source of serious disruption to tha community.

Furthermore, the considerations of State and community acceptance
also support the selection of Alternative 3, as a number of the
comments received indicated that the selection of Alternative 4
would present problems of community acceptance due to potential
disruption of traffic and utilities in the arsa. The majority of
the comments received indicated a much higher level of community
acceptance for Alternative 3.

Utilization of permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies was not considered practicable within the limited
scope of this interim action operable unit. Isolation of the site
will allow more flexibility for the study and design of permanent
solutions for the overall site remedy.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The statutory preference for selection of remedial actions in which
treatment is a principal element is satisfied by the selection of
Alternative 3. Although this interim action is only intended to
comtain and prevent migration of the contaminant plume, pending
future operable unit remedial actions to address source areas on-
site, and despite the fact that this interim action will only
address chemical-specific ARARs to the extent that ground water
discharged to the aquifer will be remediated to meet MCLs, this
latter clean-up objective will be achieved by the use of treatment
trains whose specific components will be selected in the Remedial
Design phase. Because this action is an interim action that is
designed to control ground water movement, it is not designed to
treat the principal threats at the site. These will be addressed
in future source area actions. ‘ '

EPA and IDEM believe the selected remedy satisfies the statutory
requirements specified in Section 121 of SARA to protect human
health and the environment, attain ARARs (or provide grounds for
~ invoking a waiver), and utitlize permanént solutions and alternate
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable.



Reilly Tar & Chemical
Indianapolis, Indiana

RESFOMNSIVENESS SUMMARY
I. RESFONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW

In accordance with CERCIA Section 117, a public comment period was held from
Jarmary 16, 1992 to March-31, 1992, to allow interested parties to comment on
- the United States Envirormental Protection Agency's (U.S. EPA's) Focused
Feasibility study (FFS) and Proposed Plan for an intarim gramd-water remedy
at the Reilly Tar and Chemical Superfurd sits. At-a Jamary 23, 1992, public
meeting, EPA and Indiana Department of Envircrmental Managemsnt (ITEM)
officials presented the Proposed Plan for ground-water remsdiation at the
Reilly sitea, answered questions and accepted commants fram the public.
Written comments were also received through the mail.

II. EACKGROUND OF COMMRCITY CONCERM

Rellly Industries is an operating RCRA facility locatad on the south side of
Indianapolis, Indiana. Reilly Tar & Chemical (iﬂtmm)mm
for the NPL in 1983.

of vhich wers not favorsble. The majority of the commants reccamended that
U.S. EFA select Altaxmative 3, Gromnd-water Extraction, Treatmant and
l_)hdn;m. namltotﬂnlimmm;:bucc_tmivd.m
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N.smmornmmmmwmnmmcmm
AND EPA RESFONSES

The comments are organized into the following categories:

A. &mxyofcmztscanenﬁmpotmtialdismptimtottnmighbodnod
and local utilities, including safety and health concerns

1. camxtswemraisedcawningdismptimtoﬂnmighboﬂnodtrm
incraasedtnnkmﬂcastrmtimtrarﬁcarﬂdistuptimtoamutilitiesfrm
the slurry wall installation activities.

effects on the area.

2. Mmmmmwmmwsou
mwum:orﬁnummg.mmm.

EPA respoanse 2: D.mirqtypicalslmywanmﬁmactivitiu,e:m
to excavated soils and wind-blown dust is minimized. Vapor-suppressing foam
amﬁwmmtypimnymdforsonpu-tommmto
harmful emissions. Ta:p-ardplasttcmmalntypiany\mdto
cover the piles to prevent exposure to the elemsnts. Fimally, portable
Wmmmmmmmmmmwmm
wawm«:mwm_ﬂm. Becauss the
selectadrudymdmgldtoutmmiwa,ﬁus eposure should
be greatly reduced. m,mwillh.ta)mwmuntm
mmwmﬁmmmmmmm
the air. m,muummmmpmmlmmmm
mmmmmwmmmnuummmmmm

envirorment are properly protected.
B. wdmw\gmummm

3. Mmmdmmmmmmnmwum
mmﬁmmmmwmmmmumv—,

particularly Altermative 3.

appear
Therefore, EPA has selected Altermative 3, as cutlined above.
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C. Summary of camments concerning the feasibility, reliability,
constructability, and other engineering cancerns of the proposed

gmmm,adpmuﬂyimdtmml flow. They
mmmummm,mmmlmwmm
cause the wall the collapse, installation would cause an in

EPA response 5: mmmhmwmuiu
armd offsite would be minimal (1-2 test),ttmwuﬂ.dmth-mmtur
ground subsidencs. mmnllaﬁmotﬂadmyunmldmthpﬂ

and the resultant irward flow, nor would there be any “bathtub
effect” because of the constant paping. smuymnsmmlyd-igmd
to withstand groud-watar ,usnllybyhmmgtb-nnw.
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EPA response 7. mmﬁmmmmmﬂntammm
frcmanirdnpa'ﬂeﬂtcmsntantstatadthattheiresdmteforcmletimot

t_heslurrywallwasapp:mdmtely9nmd:s.
D. &mryofcmtscamﬂmﬂmequvalampedommofntmutiws

8. mmmmumuwamvmummmﬁuu
Altermative 4 and, since it was less costly, shauld be selectad.

EPA response 8. Based on information received during the cament
pencd,zPAagru-tbatMtanativa3pzwidstmbatbahmuﬂism
-most remedy for this action.

E. wo:mwmwmo:mqmmm

10. smlmsmdmmmotﬁnd\munm
blodcﬂnabilityotﬂnmusmndmiutcdrw.th.otﬁduphﬂ
mwmﬁu. "~

12. Am_mmmmummmwm
m-mmwﬂupnnummmmmmm This
mmmnmuwsummmmmymm
the off-sita plums. : B o

EPA respanse 12: umntiwsmmed-igﬂmdmwww
contamination. m.oa-nuplmwmummaummm
remedial activity so that all risks possd by the y sites can be addressed.

. . e

E Sami B | ,«"Z:':.'

A T



s

13. A cammentor stated that the neighbarhood should be cleaned up first and
that EPA should reconsider their plans to help Reilly with this action.

EPA respanse 13: The off-site plume will be addressed through future actions
as stated previcusly. EPA is not helping Reilly with this action. EPA is
taking steps to correct the contamination problem at the sits that has existed
fci:tmanyyaars. This is the first step towards the ultimats goal, making the
Site safe.

F. Smnofcmﬂmmgmtwﬂumdmmiw

EoC
14. mmmmmmmm
alternative would provide greater protection against off-sits movement of
mmmmumuw4mmumumdmn'tm
Alternative 3 would be effective. .

EPA respanse 14: EPA expressed concern that if the extraction wells under
Alternative 3 failed, contaminants would migrate offsits. During the public
camnent period, EPA received information that provided assmmances that this
would not happen. This information, which would be incorporated into remedial
design activities, nnl\xhdtminstalhtimotsistlrm the
establishmant of overlapping conss of influence, ard the availability of
backup generators, which was not included in the FFS that EPA approved. With
this additional information, and the proper remedial design, Emtnucv-t!at
Altanativnawinampuahﬁnqcahofmhm . -

155 Acanmtarstat-dthatmminymtospinmim
the sluxxry wall is battar. _

EPA response 15: mumumsuu4wmmmuumm
spills through the installation of the contairmant systam.

G. woﬁmmmmmmnmmmgs

16. Semlmsmdmnsmmcmmumunuwm
the reliability of Altarmative 3.

EPA response 16: mmmmmmnmu«m
drafting of the proposed plan. Based on the suibmission of this, and other,
information, mwmmmnwmwsammmm
action. PE. o

H. mummmmmmum-ﬁ:
17. A commentor asked if the Sits would ever be safe. :sM

EFA responss 173 anlly,ammotﬁamotmixnﬂmm
addressed, the Sits will be safe. mmmmmum

first step towards achieving this goal. abi

‘4-

i8. mmmmtmotmmnwnuv-wm
the graund watar safe to drink.
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EPA response 18: The goals of Superfund are to discover contaminated sites,
and remediate the contamination problems posed by those sites. Becauss the
wealth of information on off-site conditions was collected during times that
mulymnummgmwmmm,mm
associated with drinking the ground water without the presence of Reilly
contaminants is not known. This information would be useful to collect after
mmdmsystmiscpuaﬁmludwnlbeapanotﬂnwdsign
so that the effectiveness of the extraction system can be verified.

19. Several commentors stated that current cperations are not contributing to
ﬂncumimﬂmpztblmardothmaslmditﬂummnedbyhmy
wauld clean up the sits. ) ~

EPA response 19: Levels of contamination that were found in off-sits wells
are similar to levels that were present in sampling dons 10 years ago. The RI
identified a plume of ground water contaminated with benzens, , amd
ammonia that is centered around active Railly facilities. EPA does not know
of any pumps that have recently been installed by Reilly: if they were
desjgnedtoclaanupumsiu,ﬂuntremltstmldmslmthis.

20. A camentor stated that, if left alondé, the ground water would be cleaned
up by natural biodegradation.

EFPA respanse 20: If the souxrce was ramoved, this would be trus, but it would
take many many years. If the source is not ramved or contained, then this is
not trus. This statement can be made for many sites, but EPA has besn charged
with the task of expediting cleamups so that risks posed by contamination can
be minimized or eliminated. _

21. A comentor stated that Reilly is currently taking measures not to
release contamination.

EPA response 21: EPA is not aware of these activities amd, if this is trum,
they will assist the eventual sita cleamp.

I. sm:yotmwmth.mdtarmcamlatﬂudt‘

22. A commntor statad that this remedial action does not provide for
t::motm-?it.m. .

EPA response 22: mhacdmdp-mtad:ir—iwamium.
Saurce control, as is ocutliried in the ROD, will be the subject of futire
actions at the sita. o _ S

23. A comentor statsd that Altermative 2 is the best altermative after the
actual release is stopped, R L

EPA response 23: mmmmmmmuﬂmm
effectivensss of Altermative 2 could be accurataly judged. However, it does
not appear that with crrent ground-water conditions, there is sufficient time
or distance for bicremsdiation to work effectively.
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J. Smmryofcmmentscomemmgodnr;ssmmtrelatedtotheotmr
categories of camments listed here

24. A camentor stated that the selection of Alternative 4 would cripple
voluntary clearup action in the Indianapolis area.

EPA response 24: EPA camot camment on this statement but Superfund sites
typically require remeciation of contamination problems that are very
extensive amd costly to fix.

25, Amstatedﬂutlmmimotﬂumtdslmymm
_does not reduce the volume of contaminants. . .

EPA response 25: Magresmmtmcmmardwiththesdectimot
Alternative 3, this potential problem will be avoided.

26. A cammentor stated that after gramd-water treatment, Raillycmld
pmvidecleanqrunﬂwatnrtoﬂnirmighbo:s

EPA response 26: Mpossibﬂitymmtdiswsseddximﬁnr“s It
appears urmworkable. Ground water will be treated to regulatory standards and
discharged to the Publicly Owned Treatment Works or recharged to the aquifer.

27. A cuamentor stated that the source of the contamination would be located
arﬂranadiatedmuysoamltactimism -

28. Several cammentors stated that this action will do nothing to address the
neighbors' concerns about odors and property values.

EPA response 28: mhactimistmﬁ:stactimtoadin-ﬁammim
problem at the Reilly site. There will be other actions that will be taksn so
that eventually, the site will no longer pose a threat to uman health or the
envirorment. mmmﬂnmntotammuﬂm
s;bjecttoﬂnm.anmmmlatim _

29. Ammummmymdammr—dym

EPA response 29: mmmmmmYnmm_;nmw
regarding the Sits. ,They have attanded all negotiating mestings and have been
meqummmmmw
Reilly. The State commented on the proposed plan and the ROD, and their
concerns have been addressed. This is evidenced by thelr ietter of -
concurrence that is attached to the ROD for this action. .

o - I -

30. A compentor stated that the best use for the grodnd watar is industrial
process water. .



EPA response 30: The goal of remedial action at the Site is to address the
M%wmm&mpr&lmmﬂmmm,tomm
acceptable levels the risks associated with exposure. Following this, the use
ofthagmﬂwaterismtratrictadaslmgastharisksmwithin
acceptable levels. _
'Dncamrtsmpanﬁmsedinordertoeﬂectivalysmrizeﬂminfms
document. The reader is referred to the public meeting transcript which is
available in the public information repository, located at the Indianapolis
— RAublic Library, 48 East St. Claire, Indianapolis, Indiana. Written caments
- received at EPA's regional office are on file in the Region 5 office. A copy
- of these written caments has also besn placed in the Indianapolis Public
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investigation Progras--Tast ¥ (Final)

JNSIBNED, NON-LETTERHEAD
Transaittai of Mesoranous Regarging Risk
~segsaents Fertforaed oy PRF'S

Request to be Added to Mailing List
Review Cosasnts on Draft Al Report & RCRA

Final RFI Phase [I] Reiease Characterizatios
Report

Cossents on the RI Report

Review Cossents oa CERCLA Draft RI Report &
RCRA Finai RFI Phase III Reiease )
Characterization Report
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BURIEH

S LYEN

a1r23/81

01/28/5¢

3133738

23100751

23/01/51

13/04/91

03719491

04/00/91

04/00/91

34/00/91

04/02/91

/1179

03/01/91

Teaveraan, o.. u.d.

iFh

s
[
nd
x

SIVRR, Uer Wede

NAVAK, wer wa3ds

w
[a3)
Ll
x-

NOvak, 2., U

Sraversan, C
EPA

Novak, d.. d.3, EPH

SR

”

Aivers, F., Keilly
industries

Novak, D., U.5. EPA

Nagee, 3., ENSR

Novak, 2., U.S5. EPA

ENSR

-

Rivers, P., Reilly
industries

Krushassl, R., &
Ciesens, R., ENSR

Adaskus, V., U.S.
EPA

NOVAK. oo uo3e IFA

Prvers. -.. Elily

Jnaustries

yvers, ., Aeilly
industr:es

civers, ., aeilly
industries

Novak, J.. U.3, EPR
Rivers, 7., Reilly
industries

J.8. cFd

dovax, Z.. v.3. E?A
Rivers, P., Reilly
Industries
distrimtion

Rivers, P., Reilly
Industries

J.S. EFA
u.S. EPA

Novak, J., U.5. EPA

Novak, 3., U.S. EPA

Prosser, K., [DEN

Zeview _CIABNTS ON ALSK m5525582nt

SAAFT-ICA Teview «lu. jar® MCTE ThAR IO fa¢s

CARFT-E¢7BNS10N miOrOVAL ‘Ir Aevising Task Q-
2 TH fer Ri/FS

Griginai cetter & 3ignature
Status c7 cPA Coements on dratt R

Risk Assessaent Concerns & [csaents

xeview Cosaents on the Draft RI/RCRA Final
AF1 Pnase il Reiease characterization

TZoHNICaL EMORANDUM: Continuing Studies
(Task iz,

Jraft Ri Aeport-iesponse to Coasents b Revis-
jons and Request for Extension

Reiteration of Issues Re: Feasibility Study
Work Plan

Nodeling for Bridgeport Brass sarker t:posure

Response to Request for Extension

Revised CZRCLA RI Report & RCKA RFi Phase ill
Release Characterization Report :for Facaiity
SWMU); vol. il: Aopendices A & B

Reviseo CERCLA RI Report & RCRA RFL Phase [II
Release Characterization Report (for the
Facility Sém); Voi. [il: Appendices C-F

draft RI Report-Response to Cossents & Revis-
ions and Request for £xteasion

Transaittal of Revised Draft
CERCLA RI Regort & RCRA RFI Phase III Releise
Characterization Report (for Facility SIMUY

Request for ARAR'S
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SMTFOTE

1823731

03/31/91

06/00/91

4702751

6103751

=57 08/51

06/06/91

06/13/91

06/13/91

M

s
-

Sraversan, oo, ..
g _

NOVAK, ey Ued. IO

lltt'Sllth' Cll U.s.
tPh

Groff, K., &
Clesens, R., ENSR

sroff, K. &
.iesens, A., cASR

Crusnanss, A.. §
Clesens, K., ENSR
Prosser, K., [DEM
Novai, D., U.5. EPA
Novak, J., U.S, EPA
Novak, 3., U.5. EPA
Novak, D., U.S. zPA
Nov‘t, D-, u.s- EP“

Krushaasi, R., &
Clesens, R., ENSR

ECIFIENT
3333333
irh

NOYAR, 2ad weds

IR

YK Zoe L3

A.vers, F.. Aelily
Inaustries

Novak, 0., u.3. EFA

Novax, 3., U.5. EPA

Novak, 2.. u.3. PR

ciesens, F., INSR

Bauer, R., U.S. EFA
Rivers, P., reilly

industries

Rivers, ., Reilly

industries

Rivers, P., Reilly
Industries

Rivers, P., Feiliy
Industries

Rivers, P., Reilly
[adustries

, Noval, D., U.5. EPA

fev.@w L3280AC5 ON Revises CERTLA AL Fesort ¢
S(RA AFD Fnase il “eiease Laaracter.zation.
SECOrt LTCP TazilliY defL:

Seview Co3MBNTS ON RBYISES T15K A550558€AT

Chet
i Frase iil Characterication Report :for
cacility SWMU)

ACRA Coaments on tre Ajternative Array
Jocusent

Schedule for FF3

Zcooe of dork for Coliecting Certain
Srouncwater Guaiity Data

Zescription of Approacs to Responses to
Coasents & Clarification of Scheduie for
Final RI

ARARs for Reilly Industries

~NSIGMED, NON-LETTERWEAD, UNDATED-

Kesponse to Coasents on Need for additio.aiy

Sroundwater Guality Data

JNSIGNED, NON-LETTERHEAD-
Cossents on the Contents of FF5

Zossents on the Draft AR Jocuaent

UNSIGNED, NGN-LETTERMEAS-
Extension for Finai RI Approved

Respoase to Request for txtension

Meeting Notes: Oversight Project

Transaittal-——Revised Text & Figures of CERC-
LA RI & RCRA RFI Phase 111 Release
Characterization Report and Cossent Respemse
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07/2§/91

18/00/91

(8700751

43/00/91

y8/02/51

08/03/91

08/06/91

$3/13/91

18/14/91

08/14/%1

- 08/18/51

08/20/91

08/27/91

-y THOR

Tivers. .. Setiir

(hGuStries

Zaker. A, .o2¥
taker, &., locH
Marrero, v.y ved.

EPA

Novak, J., U.5. EFA

J.S. tFA

ENSR

ENSR

Novak, 3., U.S. EPA

Novak, d., U.5. EPA

Novi‘. 3-. .5, EP“

Rivers, ©., reilly
industries

Baker, #., IDEN

Novak, D.. U.S. EPA
M.k, no’ U-s. EP.
srof’. ‘o, ‘ [

Clesens, R., ENSR

Sigda. .. ENSR

yovar, D.. .3, ¢

NOVARe Doy Wede EFN

Rivers, F., ieilly
industries

J.5. EFA

Rivers, F., Reiily
Industries

Rivers, 7., Reilly
Industries

Rivers, P., Reilly
Industries

Novak, D., U.S. FPA

Rivers, P., Reilly
industries

Rivers, P., Reilly

Industries

Pioak, D., CW2M Hill

--------- -y
-t

s3z=3z23Z3I=TSS3Es

~
o

fesponse t- Concerns xe: °f

~0d1t137a, .ieAS to c@ WOCressad in -indi

fevisions=CEITLA Ri Fegort

zyiew CCamENts On uraft F73 for Srourdwatar

A
Gperapie unit interia Remeglai “easure

taview of Dratt F3

keview of Latest Draft of &I

ract Sheet: 11 Coapleteo

Final CERCLA Ri Report % RCRA RFI Phase i:il
lelease characterizationkeoort (ior Facliity
SaMU); voi. I: Technicai Report

kesponses to tPA Coasents

Cosments on draft FFS for the Sroundmater
Operasie Unit Interis Resedial Neasure

Caver to FFS Cosaents by RCRA & Date for
Resubsission of Revised Draft F7S .-

UNSIGMED, NON-LETTERHEAD
feview & Approval (with one change) of Fimai
RI

fesponse to EFA Cossents on FFS & rroposes
Neeting [ssues

Zoasents on Addendus to Draft FF3

Cossents on the Addendus to the FFS
Discussion of Iateris Action
Claritication of FFS Cossents & Proposed

Agenda for 8/21/91 Nesting

7S Cossents
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107
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169

114

113

23713791

DEERY-YED

19i11/61

MOSTYEN

.vrecf9l

39722/94

10/28/91

10/30/91

13750131

12401/51

YRR

11707i91

11/714/91

11718/91

11427181

cenme
“ylmur

1ers, F., RELINY
Lhoustries

SR, Tee Wi EiR

l.asens, K., cASH
Zaker, R., UM
zaker, ®. ;JtM

Yovak,

Baker, R., iZEM

NOVAK, Uoo ued. EPA

Sev UlSl €

‘iovak.

Clesens, R.. ENSR
Cleaens, R., ENSR
Novak, D., U.5. EPA
ENSR

ciesens. R., ENSR
Novak, J.. U.S. EPA
Clemens, R., ENSR
ENSR

Ciesens, R.,

Saker, R., IDEM

Novak, 0., L.5. EPA

FECIFIENT

3233323323

MOV, veo Vede EFA
Alvers, F,, telliy
.adustries

NOVaKy Doy vi3s IFR
-iesmens, f., cA3R
Novak, D.. v.3. cFA

Rivers, P., Reilly
industries

Novak, J., U.3. EPA

aivers, P., Rerlly
industries

Kivers, 7., eiliy
industries

Novak, D., .5, tPA
Novak, J., U.5. EPA

Ciesens, A., ENSR
U.5. EPA

Novak, D., U.5. EPA
Ciesens, R., cNSR
Novak, D., U.S. EPA
Novak, D., U.5. tPA
ovat, D., U.S. EPA

Rivers, P., Reilly
Industries

I:jequie Tcr -evising the FF3

Teceipt of ifirmation neiating o Aeguest
for Sxteisica fir Resuodission of 73
scament nesoanse duasary of Draft Frd
Review 07 G.ternacives Gifered 1n FF3
v.8its for Fyrigines &k Asaonia

Review af Response to EPA Comsents on FFS

Conaents on Revised Frd

Preiiainary Review of the Revised Frd
comaents on (r@ ReV1SeQ FFd

Responses to Cosaents on Revised PS5
Revisions to FFS

Response to Cossents Regarding Major Issues
to the Revised FFS :

Final FFS for the Sroundwater Operadle Unit
Interis Resediai Heasure

Response to Unresolved [ssuss Re: Revision of
FF3

Cossents on 11/1/91 Letter Res Subsission ot
Final FFS

Cover to FFS for the Groundwater Inter:s
Resedy and Response Letter

Response to Questions & Requests by EPA on
FFS

_Coalcnts on the Revisions to FFS

Review of Final FFS
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L1860

L0482

YR IAN

BYFVAN

31715752

01723192

TYAIAN

WHTAN

03/00/92

03/21452

$3/08/52

SGTACR SECIPIERT

z33223 e+ + 4 £ 3+ 24

taker, ., .udN NOVAR', Goy wade E7R
L., ifa

JLTBresie; -arties Fartide Aee ueds CFA

Z03. EFA

v.3. cPA

YcNeeley, R., eilly
.ndustries

Accurate Reporting  U.5. EPA
af [ndiama

rolack, ®., Aeilly wedersang. ¥., o.3.

industries tFA

Seotechnical oroup  ENSR Consulting &
Engineering

Aeilly Industries

carrasquera, P., Novak, D., U.5. EPA
ITEN

TITLE/TESCRIPTION ‘

2333333333 ==

SJreesent witd Seccasendaticn of ALCErnative
4 ang other (oasents

Tact Iheet: crs00€2G C.35 TIr inter:e
Seme01dl ~Itlch

jirlous Ccasents Gh Frososes Lptions Tor
Xese0latlon

Zite; Fubiic Meeting 1s23/92
Notice of Pubiic feeting

Statesent

Transcript: Fubiic Meeting Regaroing irteris
Resedial Acticn

Aequest for txtensicn of Fublic Lossent
Per1oa on Proposec Fian for Interis Resegial
Action

Construction Anaiysis & Cost Estisate:
Appendix 1 and Appendiz 2

Forsal Coasents on EPA Resediai Actioe
Decision

o

Additionai Inforsation for Groundwater
Jischarge L1sit Detersination

5

F

»>

117

18

103

(2]

POOR QUALITY
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REILLY TAR GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

(These documents may be viewed at Region V Headquarters)

DATE

01/27/86

03/24/86
11107786

12/24/85

02/12/87

04/22/187

07/21/87

07/%9/87

05/16/88

06/00/80

08/00/88

10/00/88

10/00/88

12/700/88

02707789

AUTHOR
2IZTINE ~

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA
U.S. P

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

u.S. EPA

u.S. EPA

Uls. EP.

UnSu EP.

u.5. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

06/716/92
boc. f TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGES

Z2TETTXRL 22T ARSTESTETEIZS SEZR8

9335.1 Oraft: Federal-lead Resedial Project Nanages- 0
ent Handbook

9260.1-9 Delegation of Resedy Selection to Regions I

9285.4-01 Superfund Public Health Evaluation fanual 0

9335.0-19 Interia Guidance on Superfund Selectioa of 8
Resedy

9975.4 Interia Guidance: Streaslining the Settleseat 0
Decision Process

928%.4-02 Buidance for Coordinating ATSDR Health 2
Assessomt Activities with the Superfund
Resedial Process ,

1375.1-09 Interis Suidance on State Participatios im 3
Pre-Ressdial and Resedial Response

9234.0-0% Interia Suidance on Cospliance with ARARS ]

9935.14 Interia Guidance on Potentially Responsible u
Party Participation in Resedial Javestigation
and Feasability Studies

9230,0-038 Cossunity Relations in Superfuad handboot 19

EPA/340/6-89-006 CERCLA Cospliance with Other Laws Manual, L)
Part 1 (Interis Final)

9333.3-01 Guidance for Conducting Resedial 195
Investigations & Feasability Studies Under
CERCLA-Interis Final

- EPA/540/6-89-004 Suidance for Conducting Resedial 195

c e Investigations and Feasability Studies
' (R1/FS) Under CERCLA

1283.1-02 Guidance on Resedial Actiom for Contasinated 1N
Srounduater at Superfund Sites

WIS 2 Revisions to the Interis hiiua on PRP 7

Participation in Resedial Investigations and
Feasibility Studies
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00Ce  DATE AUTHOR Doc.# TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGES

16 04/00/8%9 U.S. EPA 9353.3-02 Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision 246
Docusents: The Proposed Plan, The Record of
Decision, Explanation of Significant
Differences, The Record of Decisioa
Assendaent

17 08/00/89 U.S. EPA EPA/S40/6-89-009 CERCLA Cospliance with Other Laws Manual, 176
Part 2: Clean Air Act and Other Environsental
- Statutes and State Requiresents

18 12/27/89 U.S. EPA 9234.1-06 Applicability of Land Disposal Retrictioas té 3
ACRA & CERCLA Ground Water Treatseat
Reinjection Superfund Nanagesent Reiew
Recossendation $24.

19 04/04/90  U.S. EPA 9230.0-06 Superfund Responsiveness Sussaries 1%

20 08/28/90 U.S. EPRA 9833.13 Perforsance of Rist Assassasats in Resedial 4
Investigation/Feasility Studies

21 11730790 U.S. EPA 9230.0-20 Innovative Nethods to Increase Public 3
Involvesent in Superfund Cossunity Relatioms

22 12/03/% U.S. EPA 9933.34-1 Final Guidance on Adeinistrative Record’s for 110
Selecting CERCLA Response Actioes

23 04/22/91  U.S. EPA ,9355.0-30 . Role of the Daseline Rist Assessaint in 10
Superfund Resedy Selection Decisions
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